J ust 6 years ago, The Canadian Journal ofPsychiatry began to publish a series ofarticles authored by Dr David Streiner on research methods in psychiatry. In that time, 9 papers devoted to methodological consideration have appeared and been warmly welcomed. An editorial (1) to herald the initial event celebrated the start of the series and made some cogent comments, for example, that scientifically assessed information was largely the privileged domain ofphysicians and that peer-reviewed journals were the best source of valid, reliable scientific information. It was expected that practitioners would be able, as consumers of research data, to be providers to patients (other consumers) of reliable advice and knowledge. This conclusion is, of course, just as valid today, but perhaps there is even greater urgency to ensure that all graduates and current health practitioners are knowledgable in the art and science of "critical appraisal" (2), as the knowledge assessment of results in the published literature is often termed. Fortunately, acquiring this knowledge is becoming the norm, an evolution that can be credited to undergraduate medical education programs, continuing education, and accessible literature (3) . Even in the last 6 years, however, the scene has changed considerably-perhaps a hint ofwhat is to come.
No longer is medical journal information exclusively the province of medical practitioners and interested media. Nowadays, MEDLINE searching is easily accomplished on the Internet. In fact, "surfers" are advised to bring printouts for discussion with their physicians-a quantum leap from bringing clippings from the popular press. Moreover, the growing interest in alternative therapies and, particularly, the belief in the efficacy and harmlessness of herbal or natural remedies, especially in syndromes that are difficult to diagnose, treat, and understand (for example, chronic pain, irritable bowel, and chronic fatigue), as well as the production and 489 sale of some herbal remedies by ethical pharmaceutical manufacturers, will require physicians to be able to analyze, interpret, sort, and give advice about the growing information packages that empowered consumers will be bringing into the health care discussion. The demand for accountability will be not only for fiscal prudence but also for sound, informed advice and recommendations.
Even valuable shortcuts, such as resumes of evidencebased results, require critical appraisal ability to evaluate the methodology used (4). It is gratifying, therefore, that the series on research methods has continued with the tenth and eleventh articles appearing in this issue. As always, they are well written and not only provide definitions of common terms but also take the reader through the thinking of the methodologist and help explain the derivation and necessity ofthese concepts.
In the first paper in this issue (p 491), the tenth in the series, an introduction to qualitative research methodology and terminology is provided. Qualitative research is an approach that has much in common with good clinical psychiatric practice. In many respects, psychiatric practice confronts the issue of the uniqueness and individuality of each person. As a result, the nature of change and healing is (for a variety of reasons, many of which are just beginning to be understood) a slow, often labourious process requiring considerable ingenuity and experimentation to find the appropriate fit between therapy, be it drug therapy or psychotherapy, and patient need and response. An understanding ofthe patient requiring treatment has always been of great importance in our field, so the paper on qualitative research and its suggestions for combining qualitative with quantitative methods provide an opportunity for scientific advances to be made and help bridge different ways of thinking that have often appeared to be mutually exclusive.
In the spirit of the integrated approach of modem psychiatry (for example, the biopychosocial approach), the combination of qualitative and quantitative techniques is an important step in a fruitful direction.
Dr Streiner is to be congratulated for writing fresh, informative papers and recruiting a gifted collaborator to expand the scope. Readers will be well rewarded to read the current papers and the timely, perhaps timeless, papers ofthe last few years.
